









































ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED WALHALLA FISH HATCHERY BUILDING SITE

are both conifers and hardwoods. The conifers include
a few shortleaf pine and white pine, as well as a number
of hemlock. The hardwoods include gweetgum and red
maple. As Barry (1980:28) observes, these forests are
often clramatica].ly altered I::y years of logging and
agriculture. As you move up the slopes the Hooclplain
forest is replacecl l:vy the mixed meeophytic forest—slope
segregate. Here the hemlock declines and is replacecl by
hardwoods such as }n'cltory and oak. Other canopy trees
include black gum, white ash, red ma.ple, and beech..
The unclerstory tends to be dominated ]ay clogwoo-cl,
sourwood, and black locust {Barry 1980:35).

While Mills didn't point out the variation in
Pendletdon district and associate it with topogra.pl'ly or
elevation, he did note the number of different types of
trees present (Mﬂls 1972 [1826]682) He also noted
the range of fruit trees Leing grown in the first quarter
of the nineteenth century, including apple, peach, pear,
cl’len'y, plum, ancl quince, Even grapes were ]:Jeing grown
in the lower elevations.

Toclay, rnuch of the vegetation arou.n& the
Fish Hatchery has been affected Ly the site
management. The upper slopes are prol)al)ly least
aﬂectecl, but the ﬂoodplain has been extensively altered
ljy the creation of the hatchery, the pumping station to
pmvicle water to the rearing tanl!s, and the access road
into the fac:.lrl'y Even the slopes have heen altered to
some minor degree }:)y the creation of the septic tank
field — which is ’coclay ]:lecorning overgrown with plants
characterigtic of disturbed habitats. The area to the west
of the survey tract appears to have been extensivaly
graclecl, and toclay this area is dominated by grass, while
on the perip}wry there are a number of fish burial gites,
also dominated By p[a.nts asgociated with disturbed areas.
The side slopes have very little unclerstory vegetation
and movement is, in generai very easy.
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Prehistoric Qverview

Overviews for South Carolina's prelustory,
while of d]ﬂ:en.ng lengtl'ls and complexﬂ:y, are available
in urtua.uy every c‘crnpllance report prepare:l There are,
in acthon, some "classic" sources well worth attention,
such as Ioﬂre Coe's Formative Cuftures (Coe 10641), as
well as some new geueral overviews (such as Sassaman
et al. 1990 and Gooc[year and Hanson 198G}, Also
extremely helpf-u.l, per]naps even essential, are a handful
of recent local ﬂy'ntlnetic statements, BL‘lCll as that offered
by Sassaman and Anderson (1994) for the Middle and
Late Archaic and by Anderson et al. (1992b) for the
Palecindian and Barly Archaic. Only a few of the many
sources are included in this stuc}y, but they should be
a&equate o give the reader a "feel” for the avea and ]:xelp
establish a context for the various sites identified in the
s’tucly areas. For those clesmng a more general sy'nt]:tesis,
per]naps the most readable and well })alz}ncecl is that
affered by ]uc].i’c]a Bense (1994}, Arclzaeo’ogy of the
Southeastern United States: Paleoindian to World War I,
. Figu.re 5 offers a generalized view of South Carolina's
cultural perioc]s.

Paleoindian Period

The Palecindian P er.io&, most com.monly dated
from about 12,000 to 10,000 B.P., is evidenced by
Lasaﬂy t]:linned, side-notch projectile points; ﬂutec].,
lanceolate projectile points, side scrapets, end scrapers;

and drills {Coe 1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1965).

The Palecindian occupation, while wi&espread,
does not appear to have been intensive. Artifacts are
most frequantly found along major mver clrainages,
which Michie interprets to support the concept of an
economy "oriented toward the exploita’tion of now
extinct mega-fauna" (Michie 1977:124). Survey data
for Palecindian tocls, most notably fluted points, is
somewhat rla’cecl, but has heen summarized ljy Charles
and Michie 1992). They reveal a widespread distribution
across the state (see also Anderson 1992h:Figure 5.1)

with at least several concentrations reIating to intensity
of collector aotivity.

Distinctive projecﬁle points include lanceolates
such as Clovis, Dalton, per]:laps the Harclaway, and Big
Sancly (Coe 1964; Phelps 1983; Oliver 1985). A
temporal sequence of Palecindian projecﬁle points was
proposed by Williams (1965:24-51), but according to
Phelps (1983:18) there is little atraﬁgrapln’c or
chronometric evidence for it. While this is certainly
true, a number of authors, such as Anderson {1992a)
and Qliver {1985) have assembled impressive data sets.
We are inclined to believe that while olten not
conclusively proven by stratigraphic excavations (and
such Proof may be an unreasonable expectation), there
isa 1arge Lo&y of circumstantial evidence. The weight of
this evidence tends to provi&e considerable support.

Unforbu_nately, relaﬁvely little is known about
Paleoindian subsistence strategies, settlement systems,
or social organization (see, however, Anderson 1992b
for an excellent overview and syn’chesis of what is
lzuown). Generaﬂy, arcl'laeologis’cs agree that the
Paleoindian groups were at 2 band level of society, were
nomadic, and were both hunters and foragers. While
population clensity, based on isolated finds, is t]nought
to have been low, Walthall sugdests that toward the end
of the pericd, "there was an increase in population
zlensi’cy and in tenitoria]i‘cy and that a number of new
resotrce areas were beginning to be exploited” (Walthall
1980:30).

Anderson  (1992b:32) suggests that the
compa.ratively low rlensity of Palecindian cliagnostics in
South Carolina may he because the state could have
been on the eclge of the ranges of groups centered in
other aress. He guggests that permanent settlements
elsewhere probably occurred later in the Palecindian
period, only when populal‘lon levels had grown
apprecia]:ly in these centers. This would help to explai_n
the overlap in stylistic traditions {such as the Clovis,
Suwannee, Sirnpson, and Dalton) observed in South
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Carolina which per]:laps resulted from populations
expancting outwards from these centers.

Archaic Period

+  The Archaic Period, which dates from 10,000
to 3,000 B.P.l, does not form a slla.rp break with the
Palecindian Period, but is a slow transiton
characterized Iay a modern climate and an increase in
the ctiverﬂity of material culture. Associated with this is
a reliance on a broad spectrum of small mammals,
alttloug]:l the white tailed deer was Ii]iely the most
cornmon.ty exploitect animal.  Archaio perioct
assemblages, exemplified lay corner-notched and broad-
stemmed proiectile points, are tairly common, per]:laps
because the Swarmnps and c].rainages offered especiaﬂy
attractive ecotones.

Many researchers have reporte& data suggestive
of a noticeable population increase from the Palecindian
into the Early Archaic. This has tentatively heen
associated with a greater emptlasis on tora.ging.
Diagnostic Barly Archaic artifacts include the Kirk
Corner Notched point. As the climate became hotter
and drier than the previous Palecindian perio&,

! The terminal point for the Archaic is no clearer
than that for the Palecindian and moany researchers suggest 2
terminal date of 4,000 B.P. rather than 3,000 B.P. There is
also the question of whether ceramics, such as the Bber-
tempered Stallings ware, will be included as Archaig, or will
be included with the Woodland. Oliver, for example, argues
that the inclusion of ceramice with Late Axchaic attributes
"comp[icates and confuses classification and interpretation
needlessly” (Oliver 1981:20). He comments that according to
the original definition of the Archaic, it "represents a
preceramic horizon” and that "the presence of ceramice
provides a onvenient marker for separation of the Archaic
and Woodland periods (Oliver 1981:21). Others would
counter that such an approach ignores cultural continuity and
forces an artificial, and pertmpa unrealistic, separation.,
Sasgaman and Andetson {1994:38-443), for example, include
Stallings and Thom's Creek wares in their discussion of "Late
Archaic Pottery.” While this issue has been of considerable
importance along the Carolina and Georgia coasts, it has
never affected the Piedmont, which seems to have embraced
pottery far ]ater, well into the conventional Woodland period.
The importance of the issue in the Sandhills, unforl‘l.mately,
is not well knawn,

1g

resulting in vegetational changes, it also affected
settlement patterning as evidenced tny a tong-term Kirk
phase midden deposit at the Hardaway site {Coe

1964:60). This is believed to have been the result of a
change in subsistence strategies.

Settlements &uring the Earty Archaic suggest
the presence of a few very 1large, and apparently
intensively occupied, sites which can best be considered
base camps. Hardaway might he one such site. In
a&dition, there were numerous small sites which produce
only a few artifacts — these are the "network of tracks"
mentioned t:y Ward (1983:65). The base camps
procluce a wide range of artifact types and raw materials
which has suggestecl to many researchers long-term,
per_tmps geasonal or multi-seasonal, occupation. In
contrast, the smaller sites are thought of as special
purpose or toraging sites (see Ward 1983:67).

Middle Archaic (8,000 to 6,000 B.P)
diagnostic artifacts include Morrow Mountain,
Guilford, Stanly and Halifax projectile points. Much of
our best information on the Middle Archaic comes from
sites investigated west of the Appalachian Mountains,
guch as the work ]ny ]e{'t C]:la.prua.n and his Etudeuts in
the Little Tennessee River Vaﬂey (tor a general overview
see Chapman 1077, 1985a, 1985b). There is good
evidence that Middle Aschaic lithic technologies
Ctla.ngecl r:lramaﬁca]ly. End gcrapers, at times associated
with Paleoindian trac]iﬁons, are cliscontinue&, raw
materials tend to reflect the grealer use of 1ocauy
available materials, and mortars are initially introduced.
Associated with these tectmologica[ changes there seem
to also be some signiﬁcant cultural modifications.
Prepared burials begin to more commonly occur and
storage pits are identified. The work at Middle Archaic
river valley sites, with their evidence of a diverse floral
and faunal subsistence ]:\ase, seems to stand in stark
contrast to Caldwell's Middle Archaic "Old Quartz
Industry" of Georgia and the Carolinas, where axes,
c'ljopp-ers, and grouncl and polishecl stone tools are very

rare.

The Late Arcl-laic, usuauy dated from 6,000 to
3,000 or 4,000 B.P., is characterized I)y the
appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River
projectﬂe points (Coe 1964). These people continued to
intena-ively exploit the upla.nc]s much like earlier Archaic
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Cultural Phase

Date Period Piedmont South Appalachia
1700 -
Protohistoric Oldtown Qualla
L S
Mississippian Pee Dee
Lamar
Pisgah
1200 - - e s e e e e e Etowah - - - - == - - - -.
Napier
Uwharrie
‘ Connestee
AD.
L0 Cartersville
'B.C. Woadland Yadkin
Pigeon
Dunlap
\l Badin
1 Swannanoa
200 = e m e e e et r e c et eaaaaaa
|
; Late Archaic
’ Savannah River
4000 - - - - - e e e e m e e e e e e e e i et ecdmeemtcaanana
i Guilford/ MALA
Middle Archaic Morrow Mountain
Stanly
6000 - = - c - e e e e e em e eeedeame e
Bifurcate
Early Archaic Palmer/Kirk
Dalton
BO00 - - - - m - e e e mee .
Simpson/Suwannee
Paleoindian Clovis

igure 5. Generalized cultaral periocla {or South Carolina.
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groups with, the bulk of our data for this periocl coming
from the Uwharrie region in North Carolina.

In addition to the presence of Savannah River
points, the Late Archaic also witnessed the introduction
of steatite vessels (Bee Coe 1964:112-113; Sassaman
1993), pollshed and pecked stone artifacts, and grinding
stones. Some also include the introduction of fiber-
tempere& pottery about 4000 B.P. in the Late Archaic
(for a discussion see Sassaman and Anderson 1994:38-
44, This innovation is of special importance along the
Qeorgia and South Carolina coasts, but seems to have
had only minimal impact in the uplanc]s of South or
North Carclina.

There is evidence that during the Late Archaic
the climate Legan to approximate modemn climatic
conditions. Rah]fallrmcrea.secl resulting in a more lush
vegetation pattern. The Poﬂen record indicates an
increase in pine which reduced the oak—hickory nut
masts which previously were S0 wic[eﬁpreac].. This change
proba]:ly affected settlement patterning since nul masts
were now more isolated and concentrated. From
research in the Savannah River va.uey near Ail?en,
South Caro]jna, Sapsaman has found considerable
cliversity in Late Archaic site types with sites occurring
in. vi_ttuaﬂy every uplanc]. environmental zone. He
suggests that this more cornplex settlement pattern
evolved from an increa.singly complex socio-economic

gystem, While it is unlileely that this model can be
simply transferred to the Sandhills of South Carolina
without an extensive review of site data and micro-
environmental clata, it does demonstrate one approac]n

to unclers’canding the transition from Archaic to
Woodland.

Woodland Period

The Woodland period }Jegi.ns, ]Jy definition,
with the introduction of fired clay pottery about 2000
B.C along the South Carolina coast and much later in
the Carolina Piedmont, ahout 500 B.C. Regardless, the
periocl from 2000 to 500 B.C. was a period of

tremendous c:]mmge.
The subsistence economy clunng this perioc].
was based primaril‘y on deer hunhng and Eis]:ling, with

Bupplemen’cal inclusions of small mammals, birds,
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repliles, and shellfish. Various caleulations of the
prol:alale y'ielcl of &eer, ﬁsh, and other food sources
identified from some coastal sites indicate that
seclentary life was not only possﬂnle, but pro]aal)le.
Further inland it seems lileely that many Native
American groups continued the previous established
patterns of band mo]:i]ity. These JE'A:fequent moves would
allow the groups to take advan’cage of various seasonal
resources, such as shad and sturgeon in the spring, nut
masts in the fall, and turlzeys during the winter.

Barly Woodland

Brooks and Hanson (1987) neted significant
changes in the clensity and distribution of uplancl
h:i]au’cary gites cluring the Woodland perio& in the Steel
Creek area of the Savannah River Plant. Brooks
Proposecl that as ‘cril)utary associated habitats became
more Producﬁve with ﬂooclplain maturation that upland
’tril]u’tarj{ terraces hecame areas of more permanent
occupation. For the Savannah River area, the data

. suggested to Brooks that annual settlement ranges in

the Early Woodland perio& were restricted to tri]autary
watersheds (Sassaman et al. 1990:315).

Artifacts t'ypica.[ of the Ea:ly Woodland in the
Piedmont and Appala,cllian region consist of Dunla.p
and Swannanoa ceramics (similar to the Keﬂog focus of
Northern QGeorgia). The Dunlap series is characterized
ljy a medium to coarse sand paste, fabric impressions,
and vessels with a simple jar or cup form. The
Swannanoa ceramics, with heavy crushed guartz temper,
are cord marked or fabric impressecl conoidal jars and
simple bowls. Other surface treatments consist of sirnple
stamping, check stamping, and smoothed plai_ﬂ (T(eel
1976:230}. Early Woodland projecﬁle point types
consist of Savannah River Stemmed (aml its variants)
and Swannanoa Stemmed.

Land use &un'ng the Early Woodland periocl in
the area suggests extensive use of the inter-riverine
zone. Two sites {one in Greenville County and one in
Laurens Count—y) contained dense remains and were
located on the south face of a slope adjacent ta springs.
Goodyear et al. (1979:230) suggest that these sites
"reflect a fall-winter accupation period with subsistence
activities pri.marily related to nut gathering and deer
hunting. Tf these two sites in fact represent fall-winter
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base camps it would represent a strong break with
previous Archaic systems and their settlement strategies
for exp]oi’cing intex-riverine hiotic resources”. Based on
these previous studies, Early Woodland sites are most
].ilzely to be found adjacent to springs or the up]a.ncl
terraces of tributaries.

Mic].c]le Woodland

The Middle Woodland period is found
"Virtually lacl::i.ng" in the Laurens-Anderson inter-
riverine zome to the southeast. One &enaely occupiecl
site in adjacent Laurens County was found in an
unusually 1a.tge ﬁoorlpla.m of a rank 2 stream. Goo&year
et al. state that:

[gliven the habitation like character
of this site, plus the la:ge number of
si_.mple stalnpecl ljearing ﬂoodplain
sites along la.rger streams such as the
Reedy River, it is tempting to see
agriaﬂi:ure play'ing a role in the

* apparent re-orientation to ﬂoo&-pla:in
environments clu_ring the middle
Woodland perioc'l in the Piedmont
environment. In this rega.rd, the
middle Woodland perio& sites and
their locations would seem to presage
the late pre]lis‘i:oric Mississippian
period pattern clu.rmg the latter,
where large agriculturauy related
villagea were constructed a.long fertile
stretches of ﬂoodpla.in (Goodyea.r et
al. 1979:230-231)}.

This new pattern is also reflected in the
Savannah River Vaﬂay where Savannah terrace sites at
the mouth of Upper Three Runs Creek were Leing
occupied again for intensive settlement. Midden
accumulations at several sites indicate long term
occupation or repeated occupations of these sites })y
relatively large groups (Sassaman et al. 1990:315).

Pottery typical of the Middle Woodland in the
area consists of the Pigeon and Cartersville series.
Pigeon is quartz tempered with surface treatments of
check stamping, Eimple stamping, and lnma}ung The
Cartersville type is characterized l)y sand or grit paste

with the primary surface treatment ]Jei_ng cordmarlzing,
al’fhough there are also check sl:amp-ecl and simple
stampecl varieties. The Cartersville series is thoug]:nt to
be close}y related to the Depf:forcl series on the Coast.
Anderson and Schuldenrein (1988:720) suggest that
Cartersville continues well into the Late Woodland
period. Projectile points typically found in association
with these pottery are the Pigeon Side Notched and
Corner Notched types.

Testing at 38LU107 (Wood and Gresham
1981) demonstirated that one of the most intensive
occupations of this mulﬁccrmponen’c site was cluring the
Middle Woodland period. This site is located on a knoll
adjacent to South Rabon Creck, near its confluence
with North Rabon Creck. A number of features were
encountered including 1 large, cleep pit, post holes, and
a stone hearth. This indicated that even sites on plowe&
knolls can and do pmcluce subsurface features.

Since the Middle Woodland periocl reflects a

new pattern of settlement, questions regarcling how
quicl?l'y this ol'lange occurred and how the transition to
horticulture affected their material oulture should be
examined. Clearly, this change did not occur over nigl]t
and perhaps examination of radiocarhon dates from
uplancl and. riverine sites during this transition period
will l)egin to clari{y questions regalﬂing c]:ange in

]ifeways .
Late Woodland

Small tria.ngula.r points which are geqeraﬂy
believed to be &iagnos’tic of the Late Woodland and
Mississippian perio&s consisted of 12 examples in the
Laurens-Anderson study. Ten of these were
manufactured from quartz while the other two where
manufactured from either rhyo]ita or a Piedmont
silicate. These projec’cile points were type& as
"Mississippian triangulars”" and included what they
believed were Usharrie or Pee Dee Triangular types and
the Hamilton Incurvate Triangular type. Napier and
Connestee Series pottery are typical Late Woodland
types for the Greenville County region. The Napier
series is a fine sand ’cempererl ware with fine complicate&
starnpec[ clesigns. The Connestee series is a thin walled

sand tempered ware with brushed or simple stamped
surface decorations. There are also cordmarked, check
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si:ampecl, fabric iJ:npressed, and Plain varieties (Trmlzley
1990},

According to Sassaman et al. (1990:317) Late
Woodland occupations in the Savannah River Vaﬂsy
consisted of amall hahitation sites a_long all available
terrace locations of both tributaries and the Savannah
River. This increasing use of low—lying terraces suggests
the increased exploitation of ﬂoo&plain ha.]:litai's, per]:taps
mcluc]ing maize agriculture, although no direct evidence
has yet been found at the Savannah River Site.

Keel (1976) reportecl on the Garden Creek
Mound No. 3 which contained a dominant Connestee
component based on George Heye's 1915 examination
of the mound. Later work at Garden Creek Mound No.
2 examined a portion of a viﬂage with a la.rge quantity
of Connestee remains. A number of post holes were
expose& reveaiing one discernable square house with
rounded comers measuring about 19 by 19 feet in
outline. In a&&iﬁon, there were a number refuse pits and
hearths. The hearths included both rock filled and
surface hearths. There were also a number of burial pits
(see Keel 1976:99; Figure 15). Tt is likely that
Connestee sites in the Tegion will contain similar
features,

Mississippian Period

The South Appalachian Migsissippien peﬁod,
from about A.D. 1100 to A.D. 1640 is the most
elaborate level of culture attained ]Jy the native
inhabitants and is {ollowed ]:ay cultural disinkagtaﬁon
Lroug}lt about largely ]Dy European disease.” The period
is chavacterized by complicatecl stamped pottery,
complex social organization, agﬂcul’mte, and the
construction of f:ernple mounds and ceremonial centers.

In the Appalachian region, Mississippian
pottery includes the Pisgah and Qua_ua deries. Pisgal'l
ceramics are ternpered with unmodified river aanc[,
alt!aough some earlier examplea contain hoth river sand

? Small POX was a major gause of death to a latge
n r of Native Americans during the historic period. The
smallpox epidemics of 1734 and 1783 reportedly killed half
of the Cherokee populnﬁon (Hatley 1993).

14

and crushed quarkz, It is decorated with complica‘tecl
stamping, check stamping and ladder-like rectilinear
patterns (Dickens 1970; Holden 1966). It should be
noted that the Qua]la series extends well into the
historic period (ca.1500-1908) and is characterized by
complica‘l:ecl stamping and hold incising. Other types
described by Egloff (1967) include burnished, plain,
check atamped, cord markecl, and corneob impresaecl. At
Tuclzasegee brushed examplea were also identified (Kee]
1976). Other artifacts associated with the Mississippian
penotl include triangu]a.r projectile points, flake
scrapers, microtools, gravers, perforators, Ann, grouna
stone objects (celts, pipes, and discoidals), and worked
shell and mioa (Keel 1976)

Very little evidence of Mississippian perio&
occupation was found in the Laurens-Anderson inter-
riverine survey area to the southeast which is not
surprising given the focus on riverine resources during
this time perio&. Very little evidence of Migsissippian
ocoupation, has been documented at the Savannah River
Plant and no formal settlement-subsistence model has
been created for this area (Sassaman et al. 1990:317).
However, Anderson {1994} has provided a detailed
examination of evidence for political change at

Mississippian gites in the Savannah River Vauey and
should be consulted for more information.

Excavations at large Migsissippian sites in the
Upper Piedmont include work at the 1.C. Few site
which was examined as a part of the Keowee-Toxaway
Reservoir project sponsored by Duke Power Company
(Crange 1972). Simpson's Field (38ANS) on the
Savannah River was also investigatecl cluring the
Richard B. Russell Reservoir studies (Wood et al.
1986). Work at the Chauga site (380QC47) in Qconee
County evidenced occupation in the Early and Late
Misgissippian Perio«i Ten stages of mound laujlcling were
found at the site along with burials and pa.lisa.clea. There
is evidence for increasing inlpoveris]:lment of the
residents ’through time, gince burials associated with the
latest phases of mound Lml&mg contained fewer grave
goocls than earlier p[—mses in both the occupation clun'_ng
the Early Mississippian and the Late Mississippian
(Anclerson 1994:303-305). Homes Hogue Wilson
(1986) examined burials from the Warren Wilson site
in western North Carolina and proviclecl sonie
preliminary conalusions regarcling social structure based
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on location of burials according to age and sex. For
instance, she found more males than females were
buried under structure floors. These males included
prhnari.ly those under 25 or over 35 years old. She also
found that individuals buried inside of structures were
more ]ileely to have burial goo&s than those buried in
pul:)lic areas. Burial feature types included pit }Juriala,
side-chambered }31.1.1'16].5, and central-chambered burials.
Studies such as this can give great insigllt into the
social organization of pre]:u‘storic gocieties,

A number of mounds have been documented
in Creenville County to the southeast. Laura M. Bragg
{1918) reported on a mound at "Caldwell Plantation”
measuring about 40 feet in diameter and five feet in
]Jeigl-d:. The mound was trenched ’cln:oug]n the center,
Pmcling evidence of hearths at the apex, beneath of

which wae human vemains, sasgafras wood, soapstone
and slate pipes, and a polished cell:_. A second mound,
located off of Buncombe Road hetween Greenville,
South Carclina and Hendersonville, North Carolina
was also examined. The mound was 100 feet in
diameter and about 15 feet high. In addition to Indian
arti{acts, several slave burials were inaclver’cently
disturbed. The investigators excavated a 15 foot square
tlu-ougln the apegc of the mound and then "a passage out
to the east side". These excavations found evidence of
 six construction layers. J. Walter Fewkes also made
collections from mounds in the Greenville area all'.}lough
not]:ing is known about their context (UGA 1969},

A.S. Rowell (Rowell n.d.) reported a cave site
to Laura Bragg which may have been occupied by
Indians familiar with agriculture. The site was about 14
rmiles from Pieclmont, South Caroli.ua on the hanks of
the Reecly River. The cave was about two feet high and
five feet &eep with a small level area in front of it. On
one side of the opening was a "square block which a
mortar for gnna.mg corn had heen worked out” {Rowell
nd.)?

The largest amount of regional work has taken
place in the North Carolina mountains at sites such as

Tucl:zasegee, Carden Creele, and Warren Wilson. At

3 T]liﬂ “squa_re l)lOCL.“ 3130 may ]:la.ve Leen IJ.SE& Eor
processing nuts -- or it could have been natural,

Tuclzasegee a pcssil:le town house was uncovered
measuring about 23 feet in diameter with a central
hearth (Keel 1976). At Warren Wilson several roughly
square structures were uncovered and they all measured
on the average ahout 21 feet square, Burials were
common inside of these houses and pit features were
abundant. Artifacts at the Warren Wilson site included
ceramics from the Swannanoa series up ’tllrougl'l the

Pisgah series. (Dickens 1970).
| Historic Indians

Fogeison and Kutsche {1961:88-89) describe
the lands of the Lower Cherokee as "comparatively flat
lands on the banks of the Tugaloo and Keowee Rivers
and their branches in what is now northwesten South
Carolina". Because of the advancement of the white
frontier, there was a great deal of intertribal strife and
laou:m:lary rearrangements pre-cipitatecl Ly the dislocation
of tribes east of the Cherokee. With direct contact with
the white pioneers war ensued and a number of
Cherokee villages were destroyed. Both war and disease
reduced the population &ramaticaﬂy.

Swanton (1952) lists a number of Lower
Cherokee towns in the upstate in Oconee and Pickens
counties and Sheriff (1991) and her elementary school
students compilecl data from various accounts and maps
providi.ng composite clescrip’cions of various Lower
Cherokee towns in South Carolina. Mooney (1G28)
estimates that the total Cherokee populaﬁon was ahout
22,000 in 1650. He states that in 1715 the Lower
Cherokee had a population of about 2,100, although
Swanton (1952:223) believes that this estimate is too
low. Tn 1755, estimates for North Carolina gave five
divisions of the tribe with a total of 2,590 people. They
were forced further west, removing them from the area
}Jy 1838 alt]:lougll a few remained in the mountains as
refugees until 1842, The Qualla Reservation in western
North Carolina was set up for them at this time where
a number continue to remain. A 1930s estimate place&
the North Carolina popula.tion at 1,963 (Swanton
1952:223).

Historica.lly, the Lower Cherokee used the
western Piedmont of South Carolina as a hunting
territory. The eastern limits of this ]:mnting territory
were defined ]3}" the preserce of the Catawha Indians.
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Accorc].iug to Logan (1859) there was a common
hunting gmuncl between the Lower Cherokee and the
Catawba Indians which encompassed the districts of
Riclilancl, Fairﬂelcl, Chester, and York. Hatlsy {1993)
states that the Cherokee }mnﬁ.ng grouuc]s had been
modified }Jy years of pm:poseful intervention and some
of the most proclucﬁve ]:lunh'ng areas were the old fields
and pia,nting lands. "These patches — soil licl?.s, sand
riclges, cane]:ralees, and old {ielcls, maintained in a sere
of young grow‘fll })y llngI: I:mmi.ng — provi(lecl a habitat
where deer could predictably be found" (Hatley
1993:212),

Goodyear et al. {1979) suggest that a
translucent "Ridge and Valley"like chert is the result of
la.’ce prehistoric ancl/or Cheroleee activi‘fies.* In loolzing
for an a:c}lasological correlation, tl'ley found that these
translucent "Riclge and Va]iey"—]jlze c}:lqrts are ma.i.n.ly
restricted to piedmont counties west of the Broad River.

The settlement pattern for the vﬂlage sites and
individual house sites was at the base of hills ac].jacent to
tillable land and sources of fresh water. If arable land
wag abun&an’t, houses would sometimes be clustered in
the middle of fields (Fogelson and Kutsche 1961:90).
The seasonal plant'lug cycle seems to have strongly
affected the rhythm p& eighteenth century Cherokee life.
Small l-mntlng parties went out from late Qctober to
the ea.l:ly spring, with shorter l'mnhng trips during the
summer (Cearing 1958:1150). Often, these summer
lmn’dng JEorays took place only after the corn was
plantecl and before it was rea.cly to be harvested
(Fogelson and Kutsche 1961).

Bartram describes their pattern of settlernent:

An Indian town is ganera.ﬂy o]
situated, as to be convenient for
procuring game, secure from sucltlen
invasion, }mving a large district of
excellent arable land adjoining, or in
its vicinity, il possi]ale on an isthmus
hetwixt two waters, or where the
clou.blmg of a river forms a Peninsula.

4 Qoodyear et al. {1979) provide no firm statement
as Yo whether or not the chert is indeed Ridge and Vaﬂey.
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. . . At other times however they
choose such a convenient fertile spot
at gome distance from their town,
when circumstances will not admit of
having both together (Bartram 1923
[1791]:400-401).

Artifacts associated with the historic Cherokee
include the previously discussed Quaﬂa ceramice type. [t
should be noted that Bgloff (1967:68-75) argues that
there is marked variation in Qualla ceramics between
the Qeorgia and South Carolina towns, the North
Carolina towns, and the Tennessee towns. This
argument was later bolstered Ly evidence [rom
Tuckasegee (Keel 1976). In addition to Qualla
cerarics, amall h:ia.ngu.lar projso’tile points are also
Jcypical, as well as evidence of Huropean interaction,

The Cherokee town of Tomassee (380C186),
situated on a terrace overloolaing Tamassee Creek in
Qeonee County, was tested to evaluate the condition of
the site Eouowing &eep plowing and vandalism }Jy
pothtmters (Smlt]n et al. 1688). The work identified the
presence of an eighteenth century Cherokee occupation.
F‘ortunatsly, the south half of the site remains in
pashure and the landowner has agreed to cease deep
plowing on the present}y disturbed portion of the site. A
number of pit features dating to the Cherokee
occupation were uncovered and excavated. Posts
associated with a recrtangular or square structure
measuring at least 20 fect on one side were identified.
In addition, t]:lgre were two historic Cherokee hurials.
One infant burial was accompa.n_ie&, }Jy a necklace of
121 small, wire wound barley corn heads and two pairs
of silver hall and cone earrings, one pair in each ear.

T}Jay believe that these kinds of grave goo&s pla.ce the
date of the burial after circa 1750 (Smitln et al.
1988:42). An extended adult burial was also located
which contained 12 metal buttons (Smﬁh et al.
1988:44),

Work at Betatoe (38QC47) by Miller (1950)
and Kelly and de Baillou (1960) indicates that the
mound had a series of }Juilcling levels. A series of
structures was built on the apex with a central fire pit.
The final mound construction is believed to be
contemporary with the final Plla.ses of construction at
Tuga.lo and Cha.uga‘ The Estatoe site is located an the
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west bend of the Tugaloo River on a B].ig]nt ridge and is
contained by a large bend in the river Beloff 1967:7).
The Chauga site (38QC1), however, does not appear to
date as far into the prol:olnis’coric perio& as Hslatoe
(Bgloff 1967).

In the past Gerald Schroed! and Brett Riggs
have held archaeological field schools at the C}:la&ooga
Site in Oconee County. They located house sites as well
as the council house cluriug the first season of
invegtigations, Work cluring the second season focused

on the excavation of the council house. These

excavations revealed a portion of the exterior Wall,
interior benches, and central floor. Datable artifacts at
the site Places the structures use between about 1720
and 1740. The floorplan of the council house was
found to be compam]nle to those found at mid
eigh’teent]:l century Overhill Cherokee townhouses
{Scl’u’oelﬂ and Riggs 1960a, 1990]3).

Qualla phase ceramics were also predominant
at the Tucka.segee site in North Carolina. Here, no
clwel]iug houses were excavated, but a towmhouse was
uncovered. The circular townhouse was 23 feet in
diameter with a central hearth. AR, Keuy and R.S,
Neitzel (1961:24) describe a similar hearth from the
Cl-lauga gite in Qconee COu.nty which l)elongecl to
historic Chesokee, This hearth was believed to have

ceremonial implications (Keel 1076).

Michael Harmon (1986) has reviewed historic
Cherokee sites inundated l)y the Keowee—Toxaway
Reservoir. The work done here in the late 19608 was a
Balvage project rather than a cultural resource
management project and, therefore, did not obtain any
detailed data on the sites investigated. Nonetheless, of
the 39 sites invesrl:igaterl, ten contained evidence of
eighteenth century Lower Cherokee occupation through
the presence of Qua.]la ceramics and eighteenﬂi century
European ceramics on the same site. Harmon's
emp]:asis was the examination of the use of European
artifacts in Cherokee culture rather than the gaograp]lic
settings of these sites. However, this has previously been
discussed t]:u:ough Bartram's accounts and other works
(e.g. Beuschel 1976; KeHy and de Baillou 1960; Smith
et al. 1088) and applies to the Keowee-Tozaway sites.

Historic Synthesis

Cconee County's early Iﬁs’cory is the I'J.is’l:ory of
the Cherokee (for more detailed information see Hatley
1993 and Trinkley et al. 1995:23-39) Mills observed
that, “previous to the treaty with the Cherokee Indians,
made l:y Governer Glen in 1755, few or no emigrations
extended as ingh up the country, as where Pendleton
district is now located” (Mills 1972 [1826]:671).
Sl’loi'tly after the treaty, the area was graclua_uy opeued,
al’c]'mug]:l settlement tended to be focused on the
southem boundary. Bven as late as 1769 the Indian
Bounc].a.ry Line excluded the northwest corner of the
state, exc'lucling what would become Pendleton and
Greenville districts.

During the American Revolution the Cherokee
became pawns in the hands of the upcountry wljigs and
loya.lists. The old voices of colonial manifest cles’riny
were united with the W]:Lig pl‘u’losophy of freedom and
inclependence and an effort was advanced to remove the
Indian threat. To achieve their goa}_s the Whigs quiclzly
devised au intercolonial ocampaign with troops from
several colonies penetrating the trihal territory for the
purpose of &.es-l:royi_ng the Cherokse. As in the past, the
campaign was marred by poor Planning, poor
coordi.naﬁon, and poor leaclership, but it did succeed in
seriously &ama.ging the Cherokee lanclscape, with one
participant noting that the Cherokee "were reduced to a
state of the most deploralz]e and wretched laeing often
obliged to subsist on insects and zeptiles of every kind"
(Hatley 1993:195). Soconce, Keowee, Sugar Town,
Estatoe, Tugaloo, Tamassee, Cheowee, and Eustaste
were burned and fields full of Crops were &est-royed.

The Cherokees were to face at least seven
major offensives hefore the Revolutionary War was over.
Milling 1969:320-321). Each attack was similar to
the previous and evenf:ua]_]y the Cherokee will was
broken. With only a handful of intact settlements intact
and many of her People starving, the C}Jerolaeea gued for
peace, signing two separate treaties. The first was
signed on May 20, 1777 at DeWitt's Comers, Here the
Cherokee surrendered nearly all their temaining
territory in South Carolina, i.nclucling the present
counties of Greenvine, Anclerson, Picl:‘ens, and Ocones,
The Inc]ia.ns, however, were perrnittecl to remain in the

ceded Indian territory, "ljy po]if:ical inclulgence" and it is
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clear that they Legan to rebuild a number
of their Lower Towns in Oconee County
(Mﬂl’mg 1969:319). A second treaty was
signed on July 20, 1777 at the Long Island
of the Holston. Here the Cherokee ceded
everytljing they Possessed east of the Blue
Ridge, 'PELH‘[].]J.D.E the colonial South
Carolina lust for land and clriving the
Cherokees (at least on paper) "beyond the

- n
mountaina.

This opened the ﬂooa—ga’ces of
setlement. While there continued to be
conflicts with the Cherokees t]:rough about
1792, these did little to slow down the
settlement of Carolina's new frontier. In
1798 Pendleton became an independent
judicial district and in 1826 it was further
divided between Pickens (to the north) and:
Anderson {to the aoutl'l), with modern
Qconee County contained within Pickens.
The Cherokee sald their last remaining
South Carolina land in what is today
Oconee in 1816 (Holcler 1991:1).

By 1826 Mills noted that Pigu_re_ 6. Portion of Mills' Pendleton District mE;.P showing the p;:oiect

- Pendleton was “an agﬁwltm:al clisiric’t, in
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the true sense of the term” (Ml]ls 1672
[1826]:683). The area consisted of small farms, largely
planti.ng subsistence CIOpS. This is at least partiaﬂy
reflected by the 1810 census, when there were 19,364
whites and only 3,485 African American slaves (the
latter representing ahout 15% of the popu]ﬂﬁon). By
1830 the percentage of slaves had grown, but the
district (by then known as Pickens) was still
predominated by small farms. There were 11,607 whites
and 2,860 slaves.

Figure 6 shows the portion of Mills’ map of
Pendleton District covering the project area. Alﬂmug]:l
the East Fork is shown, Tudian Camp Creek is not. In
fact, the entire area is blank (as is much of the region),
a clear indication that settlement was not only slow in
the region, but that Mills found few small farmers
willjng to subscrihe to his Aths,

On the eve of the Civil War, the 1860 census
reported that 22% of the 19,639 residents were African
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American slaves. Of the 529 slave}:lolclers in tlle clistrict,
just over a fifth of these held only one slave and nea.rly
93% held 10 or fewer slaves. There were 1301 farms in
Pickens District. While there were 10 farms hetween
500 and 1,000 acres (there were none over 1,000
acres), the average size was only about 86 acres. The
agnm:ltu_ra.l production of the region was dominated ]::y
wheat, corn, and sweet potatoes, with tobacco Lemg only
Eigni‘[:icant cash Crop. Only 039 bales of cotton were
Proclucecl in 1859, placing Pickens third lowest in
pm&ucﬁon, ahead of only Georgetown and Horry
districts, While farmers elsewhere sought out the
railroad as a means of more cheaply getting crops
(especially cash crops) the markets, the Blue Ridge
Rai]roacl, origina.uy conceived to connect Charleston to
the cleep interior, never reached further than Walhalla.

The Civil War had rela{:ively little impact on
the farmers in the Qconee Coutd:y area and even after
the war, the region remained rural and dominated ]:y
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smau farms. OCODEB

was  divided from

Pickens by the 1868 |

constitution. coun TY
In 1884

there  were 300
farms  worked ]’J}' : *

whites, averaging

about 50 acres in +
size, while there were uq.
about 100 farms } N
worked ]Jy African !
Americans and these

farms were about 30 |
acres on average. [t
was noted that, “the
general practice of
farmers in  the
county i3 to raige K
their own supp]ies in L

Lread and meat, I‘

cotton ]Deing only I .
raised as a s'urplus Flgur
(Anonymous 1884).

Portion of the 1 1939 GeneraT ng wa J ancf Transportahon Map a Oconee Cmmty
shomng the project area.

The 19 gins in the
coun'cy ylelcled about

2,500 bales of cotton — a dramatic increase from t]1e
antehellum, but still small comparecl to elsewhere in the
state.

The Air Line Railroad (now called the
Southern Railroad) was built through Oconee in the
1870s, helping to create the towns of Seneca and
Westminister. Other ratlroad towns, such as Fort
Madison and Richland, did not survive the initial

enthusiasm and have clisa.ppearea. Textiles came into

the region by the 1890s (Holder 1991:2).

By 1900 there were 3,249 farms in Oconee
County, averaging 102.5 acres in size (although the
majority were between 20 and 50 acres). About 77% of
these were operated lny Whites, with the remaining 23%
in the hands of African Americans. Of the white JL‘a,rmsl,
two-fifths were owned, and just over a 47% were
opera’cecl })y share croppers. Of these farms operatecl ]:y
African Americans, on.ly 10% were owner-operatecl and
over three-quarters were operated by share croppers. The

agricul’cural cemsus continues to reveal a relatively
diversified range of crops. In addition, cotton was

-gra:luaﬂy ]Jecoming more important, with a proclucﬁon

of just over 9,500 bales in 1899, This placecl Oconee
Gifth from the bottom, shead of Horry, Georgelown,
Dorchester, and Charleston counties.

By the 19305 the region was evidencing early
signs of the Depression. There were 4,438 farms
reporf:e&, with an average size of 56 acres, down from
64 acres in 1920, A total of Q7,579 acres were held Ly
owners, while an additional 138,753 were tilled by
tenants. Owners]nip had declined from 1,526 in 1920
to 1,344 in 1930, while the number of temants
increased from 2,003 in 1920 to 2,944 in 1930.
Ec].gar observes that, “local agencies could not cope with
the magnitucle of the worsening crisis. Seventeen
counties [inc]ucling Qconee] had an unemployment rate

of greater than 30 percent” (Eclgar 1998:500).

Two programs were of special importance to

i9
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Oconee County. The Civilian Conservation Corps
(CCC) was a va.s‘l:ly popu_lar program which involved
young men between 17 and 25. T]:ley were allowed to
participaie for six-month stints for up to 2 years.

Participants received $30 a month, of which $22 was

timber in an area of few settlements. The CCC camp is
shown south of the Fish Hatc]:lery, but otherwise, there
will little activity in the region,

A Brief History of the Walhalla Fish Hatc}:lerv

sent home to their parents. By 193¢ nearly 50,000
South Carolinians had been CCC workers stationed at
30 camps scattered across the state — incluc]jng one
onIy about 5 miles south of the Pish Hatchery on SC
107. The CCC was responsi]:le for a variety of
conservation-oriented projects, i.ncluc].ing the
rlevelopmen’c of the state Pa.t]z gystem (Edgar
1998:502). An equa.u'y popular program was the Works
Progress Administration (WPA). This agency employec].
individuals to build hig]:lways, ]:uriages, sohools, water
and sewer systems, and other ]:larrlscape {eatures.

In 1935 the State of South Carolina and
Oconee County pu:cha.secI about 94 acres of land from
the Whitewater River Lumber Company and deeded the
property to the United States Government for the
purpose of “Fish Culture Stations and Rearing Pools -
for the propagation of Fish." 'This was, however, clearly
an arrangement with a much longer ln'.s’cory, since the
Bureau of Spor’cs Fisheries, Commerce Department,
apparenﬂy tock possession of the sile, and was involved
in construction, at least by August 1934, At that time

the site was known as the Indian Carop Fish Culture

As late as 1939 this section of Oconee County
continued to he spa.rsely settled. Figure 7 reveals that
the National Forest had incorporatetl huge tracts of
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igure 8. Plat of the 94 acres conveyed by the Whitewater River Lumber Co. in 1935.
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Information provicle& ]Jy the 8.C. Department

of Natural Resources
reveals that the
property could - be
traced back at least to
a February 4, 1828
grant to Peter Keys, A
pla’n of that properiy,
made in 1934, fails to

SI‘.I.OW]J

any
development on the
tract  (Figure &),

a.lthough given the
neatire of the terrain,
it seems likely that any
settlement undertaken
by Keys or kis
descendants would
have been in the
vicinity of the fish
ha’cchery.

Ragarrﬂess, a
brief station ]:Lis'l:ory is
provided by the 1045
of  Sports
Fisheries Annual
Report, which reveals
that the fish ]Jatcllery,

Bureau
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also known as the Chaﬂooga Fish Ha’cchery, wag
constructed tln'ough the cooperation of the Bureau of
Fis]‘leriea, the Forest Service, and the WPA. The
hatc]nery was completed }Jy 1937 and the fixst
production of fish was in the fall of 1937,

[t was ’cru.ly a cooperative effort. The Forest
Service provi&ecl the p]:tone service for the ha’cchery in
exchange for notification of forest fires. In addition, the
Forest Service also acquirecl the watershed of Indian
Camp Creek in order to ensure a clear supply of water,
as well as graclecl the 1.8 miles of road into the
hatchery. In 1946 the Forest Service acquired an
additional 20,000 actes of land, completely surrounding
the fish lla’cc}lery pite.

The Luﬂclings at the site were constructed ]sy
comhined CCC and WPA work crews, per]:laps stationed

at the camp to the south {see F‘igure 7). The
constructed }Juﬂclings included: )

The hatchery building is single story
with attic, concrete floor except for
oﬁioe, gtone construction, native
hewn boards on roof. 36 ft. - 8 in.
By 81 ft. - 1 in. Long. Contains
office room, meat room, toilet and
hatchery with full attic. Cost
$10,000. Value $10,000. 1937.

The shop~garage is s'mgle story,

£|:ame, roug]J ec].ge unfinished stained
clap—boarcl sicling, sawed Cypress
shi.ngle roof, 6O'E" x 326", concrete
floor tl'u:oug]:lout, contains space for
two trucks and work sliop. Cost
$3,000. Value $3,000. Built 1937.

Quarters No. 1, superintenclent‘s
residence, 1Y% story, frame, rough
eclge unfinished stained ciap—]aoarc]
sicling, native hand hewn hoards on
roof, front and back porc]:lw with
rock ﬂoors, full basement with
concrete floor and rock wall
foundation sic[es, five rooms and bath
with tile floor downstairs and two
laxge attic Tooms upstairs, soft pine

floors ’chroug]:lout, interior finish of
white pine with clear shellac and
varnish, except bathroom and
kitchen which are paintecl. 38 x 25
Cost %,OOO. Value $8,000. Built
1937.

Quarters No. 2, fish culturist's
residence, single story, frame, rough
edge unfinished stained clap-hoard
siding, sawed cedar slni.nglas on roof,
front and back porclms with rock
Hoors, rock £oundni:ion, {four rooms
and ljatll, soft pine ﬂoors, interior
finish of white pins with clear shellac
and varn.is]'l,. except bathroom which
is painted. 37" x 25 Cost
$4,500.00. Value $4,500.00. Built
1937.

Quarters No. 3, fish culturist's

resiclence, same in every respect as
quarters No. 2.

Quarters No. 4, single men's, single
story, ﬁame, rough edge unfinished
Biding, clap-]:oarcl s‘l'yle, Etainecl,
sawed ceclar s}ﬁngles on roo‘;, {'ront
and back porches with rock floors,
rock foundation, pa.rtial basement
unfinished, contains E’cchen, la.rge
&im'ng room and living room, five
small bed-rooms, shower bath on}y,
interior finish of white pine dark
stained and varnished except Litchen
which is painted. 69'6" x 30", Cost
$6,000.00. Value $6,000.00. Built
1937.

During the 1950¢ the original round fish
rearing tanks were replaced ]Jy the three Iectangular
tanks currently in place. In the 1960s an additional
office and shop were constructed and, in 1994, public
restrooms were installed in the hatchery area. In 1990
the fish rearing tanks were modified with the addition of

an oxygen supplemen’caﬁon system.

In 1996 the Walhalla National Fish Hatc]:lery,
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described as incorporating 76.2 acres and under the
control of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, was
conveyecl to the State of South Carclina (Public Law
104-265). Since that time the state has either replaced
or renewed the septic tank field associated with the
Pul)lic restrooms and is currently involved in the
planning of a new education lnmld_mg and visitor's

cenfer.




RESEARCH METHODS AND FINDINGS

As pr'eviously indicated, the primary goalﬂ of
this survey are {o iden’cify, record, and assess the
Eignificance of archaeo]ogical sites within the proposecl
}Juilcli:ug site footprint, gtaging area, and uh].lty corridor.
No major ana.lyﬁca[ hypoﬂaeses were created pHor to the
field work and data analyﬂis. This research clesign

proposecl for this Ed:u&y is {'undamenta]ly e}:plorative and
expiicative.

Field Survey

As previouj}y mentioned, the SUYVEY areas were
to he staked prior to our survey. Upon arrival at the
Fich Hatcl;\ery we discovered that the general area had
been ﬂagge&, but the speciﬁc Lulldm.g £ooi'print had not
been determined. As a result, instead of neec]jng to
survey an area of about 0.2 acre (a 1,800 2 building
footprint, an additional 1,800 fi? for staging, and a
6,000 f2 uh].lt‘y corﬁdor), we were confronted with an
area mmeasuring approxinla.{:ely 200 ljy 120 feet {24,000
ft? or about 0.5 acre), plus the uh_ll‘fy corridor {6,000
ft2 or about 0.1 acre), for a total of 0.6 acre.

The 0.6 acre iract was examined using a
gysternatic intensive survey me{'hoclology that examined
the entire acreage for a.rclla.eological and historical
resources. An a.rchaeological BUIVEY Was conducted
using shovel tests placed at 50 foot intervals on
transects also Spacell at 50 loot intervals. A series of
two {ransects were established outside the fenced area in
the vicinity of the Lmi.ming and staging area, each with
a total of five shovel tests. Four shovel tests were
excavated within the utility c'orriclor, 8s a single line of
shovel tests at 50 foot intervals. Finally, four additional
shovel tests were excavated within the fenced ]Jatchery
area, south of the main Luﬂdi.ng gite, since the site

manager, Mr. Andy Algood, indicated that a deck was
proposed to extend into this area.

As a result of this survey 18 shovel tests were

excavated in the areas identified to us as involved in the
construction activities (Figure ).

Al shovel tests were ap'p:md:na‘te‘xy one-foot
square and were excavated to sterile subsoﬂ, usuaﬂy
about 1.0 to 1.5 feet below the surface. All soils were
SCIEBned tl’]IOllg].‘l 1/4.-inc11 mEﬁl‘l an& Bﬂi.l PIOEL[EB were
recorded as appropriate, using Munsell soil colors. All
shovel tests were backfilled at the completion of the

WOIIZ .

No deviations of the pmposed methoclology,
other than covering a ]a.rger area than proposecl,
ocourred during the investigations.

Results of the Archaeological Survey

The investigation revealed that the area north
of the }Jﬂtchery fence exhibits a s]ig]:d: terrace for about
50 feet, then ljegins to slope steeply to the north, The
southern line of shovel tests were placed north of the
£enca, but on the terrace. The northern line of shovel
tests were placed about 10 feet up the slope. As a result,
the shovel tests on the terrace exhibited rela’tively cleep
soils, 1a.rge.1'y resulhng from down alop-e soil exosion, The
western-miost test on the terrace line, for example,
yiel&ed 1.9 feet of dark brown (10YR4/3) loam. Below,
to a depth of 2.2 feet (where the shovel test terminated)
was a stiff reddish-brown (2.5YR4/4) clay or clay loam.
Toward the east end of the tramsect the clep’tl'l
diminished, so that we found only 1.0 foot of dark
brown (10YR4/3) loam over the reddish-brown
(2.5YR4/4) clay or clay loam.

Upslope the prof-ﬂes tended to be more
consistent, with about 1.0 foot of dark brown
(LOYR4/3) to brown {(10YRS/3) loam overlying a red
(2.5YR4/8) dlay.

At the west end a number of recent
depressions, some with fresh expose soil, were pointecl
out to us as fish burial locations. These were excluded
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from the survey area.
I..il?ewiﬁe, at  the
eastern eclge of the
l:\uilcling {ootprint,
we noﬁcerl an area of
extensive brambles
and ot]:uer waste
vegetation. This was
identified to us as
the location of a
newly installed geptic
tank field. A portion
of this field was
identified in the
eastern-most shovel
test on the upslope
transect, where the

proﬁle revealed G
mi:{e'd s,oﬂs, L—i o
dominated Ly e e

orange, recl, and

brown olays and clay Figure 10, The Fish' Hatch;ary Building, east and north (front) facades.

loams from the
surface down to the termination of the shovel test at 1.5
{eet.

Within the fenced Inatchery area, the tests
revealed about 1.0 foot of brown {LOYR5/3) loam
overlying red (2.5YR4/8) clay. Tt appears that this area
was also just ]:Jeyoncl the ﬂooclpla,in and has been gradecl
down &uxmg the initial construction. Qur shovel tests
were tevea].ing bath graded areas which ]:lave'l'mcl topsoil

added and also slope areas with intact llorizons.

None of the shovel tests, llowever, proclucecl
any cultural remains. A few twentieth century items (aﬂ
lil%ely related to the fish hatchery operalion) were
observed on the aur{‘a.ce, pro]nal)ly from ]Jeing tossed over
the fence. None were collected and the refuse in this
area is not adequate to iclenﬁ;y the area as trash &u.mp.

Results of the Architectural Survey

During the archaeological investigation we
identified two architectural sites within the immediate
project area (see Figure 9). Since these resources had
not previcrusly been identified, a Statewide Survey Site
Form was completecl and two or more black-and-white

pl'mtographs were taken. Control numbers were assignec{
by the Survey Staff of the 8.C. Department of Archives
and History. The Site Forms for the two resonrces
newly identified clunng thia Btucly have been submitted
to the Department of Archives and History.

Site U/73/0000/5080015.00 consists of the
i‘\atchery buﬂ&ing,_ built by WPA and CCC labor in
1937 (Figure 10}. The building is 1V stories of stone
construction with a lateral gahle roof, now covered with
composition al’n’ngles. There is a small Porch at the
main entrance exhibiting c[iagonal support braces. There
if a massive stone c‘l].i.mney on the east exterior end.
Attached to the north ﬁca&e, at the entrance is a brass
plaque jnstalled ljy the CCC:

Fish Propagate& -
Brook Trout
Rainbow Trout
Loch Leven Trout

The only alterations to the l:uﬂcli.ng are the attachment

of a recent electrical line on its east elevation and the
use of composition shingies. The building was originaﬂy
desexibed as:
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{Figure 11. Buperintendent’s House, west {front) and south facades.

the tish ha.tchery
facilities to  the
southwest {(Figare
11}, This is a 1%
story frame structure
st om a slons
{foundation and dad
in :oug}l BAWER
weatherhoarding, It
has a latesal gaﬂe
raaf with three ga]a)e
dormers acress the
front and rear. On
the gal:tle ends there
i3 picLat—Eence
pattern boards wsed
as a wide band of
trim, There i& a
e'm‘gie ga]:lé end
stone chimney and a
wide porch on the’
Ercmt ancl smaner

The hatchery }milding is sing}e story
with attie, concrefe Hloox axoept for
office, stome construction, native
hewn hoards on roof. 36 £. - 8 in.
By &1 & - 1 in. Long. Contains
office room, meat room, tm‘le{ and
hatchery with full  attic.  Cost
$10,000. Value $10,000. 1937
{Ms. an file, 5.C. Department of
Natural Resources).

Site UFZ3/0000/5080015.01 are the conorete
fish rearing tanks just west and northwest of the
i—zatcheqr Luﬂd.mg . These ai:«gracle recfangula.x tanks were
constructed in the mid-1950s to replace the original
cireular tanks built by the WPA and CCC workers.
Altluough the loss of these original tanks i regrettal)le,
the existing facilities are intact, with the only
modification }Jeing the addition of anm oxygen
supplementation syatem in 1990, This addition does
not clramatically change the appearance or integrity of
the rearing tanks.

Site  U/73/0000/5080016.00 is  the
supermtenclen‘c's house, situated on a hill ovetlnol?ing

26

porches on the vear,

The wmcf[cws have 2/2 and 2/1 sashes.
This Luﬂ(ling was originaﬂy describied Ly the

Bureau of Sparts Fisheries as:

Quarters No. 1, superintendent’s
residence, 1% story, frame, ruugh
edge unfinished stained clap—board
sicljng, native hand hewn hoards on
roof, front and hack porcl-xea with
rock floors, full basement with
concrete  floor and rock  wall
foundation eides, five rooma and hath
with Hle floor downstairs and two
large athio rooms upstairs, soft pine
flooxs tl"u'cug]:tout, interior finsh of
white pine with clear shellac and
varnish, except hathroom  and
kitchen which are pa.intetl. 38'x 25
Cost $8,000. Value $8,000. Built
1937 {Ms. on file, 8.C. Depariment
of Natural Rescurces).

The alterations on this structure are remarkably limited.
The rear porc}: has been enclosed, but ﬂqi_s is not



RESEARCH METHODS AND FINDINGS

immec].ia’tely noticeable. Storﬁ widows have been added
and there is what appeats to be infill added as railing to
the front porch. Some sashes appear to be replacecl and
the house, rather than ]Jeing stained, has been paintecl.

Otherwise, it is in excellent condition.

To the rear of this house is the shop gatage
and a garage, bath identified ag
U/73/0000/5080016.01. The shop-garage was
described in 1945 as:

The shop-garage i3 single story,
frame, rough edge unfinished stained
clap—l)oarcl Siding, sawed cypress
sl'u'ngle roo£, 60'6" x 32'6", concrete
floor throughout, contains space for
two trucks and work shop. Cost
$3,000. Value $3,000. Built 1937
(Ms. on file, 8.C. Department of
Natural Resources).

It remains in excellent condition and the on_ly apparent
modifications are the addition of roll down Lay cloors,
painting, and a composition shingle roof.

The other garage is prol)a])[y intended for use
}Jy the superin’ten&en’t. A.'lthough it was not mentioned
in the 1945 account of buildings, the construction
teclmiques are identical to those found elsewhere on the
site. The garage is set on a ID'L‘lgl’l hewn stone
foundation and is of roug]:L hewn weatherboard
construction. Again, the on}y apparent modifications
are the addition of a roll-down cloor, painting, and a
composition sl'u'ngle roof.

Site Evaluation

The oriteria for eligibility to the National
Register of Historic Places is described by 36CFR6O0.4,
which states:

the qua]i’cy of Bigniﬁcance in
American ]nis'tory, architecture,
arc]:naeology, engineering, and culture
is present in dish:icts, sites, lm:ldm.gs,
structures, and objects that possess
integrity of loc-ai:ion, cleaigu, getting,
materia]s, worlemaug]:ip, 'feeling, and

association, and

a, that are associated with events that
have made a signif:icant contribution
to the broad patierns of our }lis’fory;

or

b. that are associated with the lives of
persons signiﬁcan’r in our past; or

c. that em]:o&y the distinctive
characteristics of a type, periocl, or
method of construction or that
represent the work of a master, or
that possess high artistic values, or
that represent a Eignifican’t and
clisﬁnguisha]:la entity whose
components may lack individual

c]ish':nction; or
d. that have yislc'led, or may be hleely

to yielcl, in{orma.’cion important in
pre]:.isl‘ory or history.

Given the relatively limited data available for
the properties, we have focused on evaluating many of
these sites using 7Na.tiona1 Register Criterion C,
focusing on the site's “distinctive characteristics.” Key
to this concept is the issue of integrity. This means that
the property needs to have retained, essentially intact,
its pllysical ideuﬁ‘cy from the historic periocl. Given the
importance of the WPA and CCC activities to South
Carclina and Qconee County, it is also appropriate to
evaluate them under Criteria A,

Both of the identified sites at the Walhalla
Fish Hatc]aery are recommended as eligible for the
National Register. Further work may identify additional
structures at the fish ]:mtcllery which are also eligi]::le.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The 0.6 acre proposetl bu]lclmg tract at the
Walhalla Fish Hatc]:nerywa.s inves‘l:igatecl using intensive
shovel testing. The survey was conducted using
transects spaced at 50 feet, with shovel tests excavated
at 50 foot intervals along the transects.

The survey traot is located in the northwestern
corner of Oconee County in the Blue Rirlge
physiograp]nic region. The topograp]:ly in the project
area is best described as a gorge eclge, with a mixture of
» features fypically found on ﬂooclplai:n.s and on the
- ‘ateeper side slopes. The area has been somewhat altered
Ly the construction of the fish ]:latcl'lery &uring the
1930s,

Areas o£ Existing Di_._shubance

There are fish burial pits at the western erlge of
the survey tract, in an area which also appears o have
been arl‘1£101a.[1y {lattened. At the east ec].ge of the survey
tract there is another disturhed area, resulﬁng from the
construction of a septic tank drain feld several years
ago. Both of these activities have appa.rentl‘y taken place
since the property was taken over }Jy the S.C.
Department of Natural Resourcea. At the south edge of
the tract, within the l‘latchery fence, there is an area
which appears to have been graclecl, pro]:al:ly cluring the
origina] WPA/CCC construction of the fac]llty

cherwise, the area exhibits little digturbance.
The near]ny Lui[clings, in parl'ic'ular, have been well

maintained and appear to have had only very minor
modifications over the years.

Examination of Slopes and Identified Sites

The archaeological investigations failed to
ideuti£y any cultural rernains, excepling a very few trash
items which appear to have been cliaposecl of over the
]'latC]:I.EIY fence.

The survey area consisted of a £a1rly narrow

terrace, about 50 feet in width, while to the north the
Luﬂc]ing site exhibits a very steep slope (prolnal)ly in
excess of 40%). Shovel testing on the terrace found
cleep BOij.B, ]Jleely the result of graclual clown.slope erosion.
Shovel tests on the slops also exhibited well defined

horizons and, surprisingly, little erosion.

The investigation revealed two architectural
sites. Site U/73/0000/5080015.00 and 5080015.01
represent the ha’cc]lery building (1937) and associated
rearing tanks (c. 1955).The hatchery building was built
by the CCC and WPA and the rearing tanks, while
replacements, are i_utegral elements of the site complex.
These are recommended eligi]ale for inclusion in the
National Register under Criteria A and C.

The rearing tanks will be within 50 feet of the
new lm_ilaing, while the hatchery }Juilding will he within
400 feet of the new construction. It is tilree]y that the
new ]aull&m.g, set at a lnig]:ler elevation than the ]:latcl'xery
Lujlding, will have an intrusive impact on the NR
eligi]:le sites,

Dite U/73/0000/5080016.00 and
5080016.01 represent the superiniendent’s house, an
asmociated garage, and the gamge—s]—lop ]m]lclmg All of
these structures were built lay the CCC and WPA in
1937 and exhibit a high degree of integrity. They are
recommended e}igi}:;le for inclusion in the National
Register under Criteria A and C.

These buildings are situated from 350 to 500
foet east of the propose& new Lull&mg The elevations
are very gimilar, al’chough the superin’cenn.j:ent's house
may be a]igl'rﬂy }n'gher. It seems lilzely that the new
education Luilding and visitor's center may have an

intrusive effect on the existing CCC structures,

Management Recommendations

To ensure that the s.C. Deparl:men’t of
Natural Resources clearly understands the area
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i.ncorporatecl in this survey, the ]mu.nclary trees were
paintecl with double orangde bla.zes, while the uhhty
corridor was marked using orange crosses. All
construction, construction staging, and earth clwlrur];mg
activities must be confined to this area.

If the lead permitting agency, in consultation
with the State Historic Preservation ice, concurs
that these structures are eligil:le for inclusion on the
National Register we recommend that the S.C.
Department of Natuzal Resonrces work with the State
Historic Preservation Office to design a visitor'’s center
and educational ]:uilcling that is in harrnony with the
existing rustic CCC structures. This may p-erhaps be
accomplisl-led lny careful choice of Luﬂ&iug materials, as
well as ensuring that the mass and scale of the new

structure does not overwhelm the existing {generally
small) buildings.

Based on maps of the facility thers are
additional WPA/CCC ]Jm.lclmgs on the property.
Alt]:lough these are not within sn'glﬁ: of the proposecl new
l:ml&mg and have not been recorded ]:)y this s‘tucly, t]ney
should be recorded and evaluated. We recommend that
the 8.C. Department of Natural Resources undertake

this survey immecliately.

These buildings have survived the past 50+
years with only minor modifications. We understand
that the 5.C. Department of Natural Resources has
a.lrea&y contacted the State Historic Preservation Office
to ensure that the Proposed architectural design will not
detract from the viewscape and that the integrity of the
identified structures will be maintained. This is excellent
and we encourage continued consultation on these
architectural iBgued, both in compliance with the
National Historic Preservation Act, as well as for
compliance with South Carolina Code of Laws, 60-12-
10 et seq., Protection of State Quwned or Leased Historic
Properties.

We also understand that their may be
arc]:laeological sites on the property. For example,
correaponclence from the Bureau of Sports Fisheries in
1945 mads reference to the fish hatcl—lery l}emg on the
site of an “Indian camp.” In addition, the S.C.
Department of Natural Resources Archaeologis{’, Mr.
Chris Judge, indicates that flakes have been found
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around the rna.nager's house (Mr Chris Iuclge, personal
communication 2000). Since the site is heing affected
l:»y a variety of minor activities — such as the fish
burials and the excavation for a septic tank field — we
recommend that the entire parcel be intensively
surveyecl. This would allow the hatc}lery to more
egect'wely manage any resources which might be

identified. T]:US, llowever, 1is only a recommendation and

caryiea no regnirement of law,

It is possﬂ:le that archaeological remains may
be encountered in the survey tract clunng copstruction.
Construction crews should be advised to report any
discoveries of concentrations of artifacts (suc}l as
bottles, ceramies, or projectile points) or brick rubble to
the project engineer, who should in turn report the
material to the State Historie Preservation OH:ice, or
the S.C. Department of Natural Resources
Archaeologist (the process of dealing with late
discoveries is discussed in 36CFR800.13(b)(3)). No
further land altering activities should take place in the
viclnity of these discoveries until ’c]:ey have heen
examined ]ay an arc}la,eologist and, if necessary, have

been processed according to 36CFR800.13(h)(3).
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